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IMPORTANT NOTICE! 
re 
New York, January 22, Luncheon Discussion 
No baleony seats will be for sale at the Hotel 
Astor for the Italian luncheon discussion. The 


ballroom was completely sold out ten days in 
advance. 


An F. P. A. Information Service Report on 
United States Policy in Nicaragua 
will be issued next week. 














Entered as second- 
class matter December 
2, 1921, at the Post 
Office at New York, 
N. Y., under the act 
of March 3, 1879. 




























ARBITRATION WITH MEXICO? 





RESOLUTION in the Senate to ar- 

bitrate ‘‘all controversies which have 
arisen or may hereafter arise with Mex- 
ico relating to the property or property 
rights of nationals of the United States 
in Mexico. ...” was introduced on Jan- 
uary 18, by Senator Robinson. The res- 
olution was welcomed by Secretary Kel- 
logg who issued a statement in which he 
asserted that he had been giving careful 
consideration to the question of the defi- 
nite application of the principle of arbi- 
tration to the existing controversy with 
Mexico. 

While there are now many signs in- 
dicating the settlement of the Mexican is- 
sue by means of arbitration, the contro- 
versy between the Mexican Government 
and the foreign owners of oil property 
in Mexico has undergone a number of 
developments since January 1, the date 
when the new law went into effect.* In 
his last note to Foreign Minister Saenz, 
Secretary Kellogg declared that he ex- 
pected the Mexican Government to re- 
spect the acquired property rights of 
American citizens, to which Minister 
Saenz replied that he expected the 
United States to indicate the concrete 
cases in which the recognized principles 
of international law may have been vio- 
lated. In spite of the fact that most 
of the American companies in Mexico did 
not apply for concessions as required un- 
der the petroleum law, no diplomatic 
crisis occurred on January 1. The out- 
standing events in connection with the 
oil controversy, have been as follows: 

1. On December 31, the Mexican Minister of 
Commerce and Industry declared that no con- 
cessions would be given to third parties on land 
held by foreigners who had not met with the re- 


quirements of the petroleum law. 


* A full discussion of the legal points involved in the pres- 
ent controversy will be found in the Foreign Policy Asso- 
ciation Information Service Report, The Mexican Land and 
Oii Law Issue, Vol. Il, No. 21, December 22, 1926. 


2. President Calles on January 5, authorized 
the Attorney General of the Republic to take 
“the action to which the nation is entitled” in 
connection with the foreign owners of oil prop- 
erty who had not complied with the provisions 
of the law, and on January 6, the Attorney Gen- 
eral started preparing the cases against four 
companies. 


3. January 14, the Mexican Government re- 
fused to issue new drilling permits to companies 
that had not complied with the petroleum law, 
cancelled five drilling permits issued to Ameri- 
can oil companies since the first of the year. 
This action represented the first definite step 
— by the Mexican officials to carry out the 
oil law. 


4. The Sinclair Oil Company obtained on 
January 15, a Federal Court injunction against 
the Mexican Secretary of Industry and Com- 
merce who had revoked drilling permits. The 
significance of this step is that the oil companies 
will resist Mexican action on the question of 
drilling permits in the courts and it is expected 
that other companies will file applications for 
injunctions and join the Sinclair Oil Company 
in its suit. 

The oil controversy, as Senator Borah 
has pointed out, is particularly fitted for 
adjudication, and arbitral settlement of 
the Mexican issue was suggested by a 
number of national organizations of the 
nation, and a group of four hundred 
prominent individuals. In Mexican of- 
ficial circles, there has also been talk of 
arbitration. On January 9, President 
Calles declared to a group of Americans 
in Mexico City that Mexico would be will- 
ing to submit its petroleum and alien 
land law issue to the Hague Tribunal if 
it were necessary to avoid “a more ser- 
ious danger to the country.” Ambassa- 
dor Tellez at Washingion has referred to 
the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo as a 
basis for arbitral action, while Foreign 
Minister Saenz suggested on January 11, 
that the existing Mixed Claims Commis- 
sion could be used to arbitrate cases aris- 
ing out of the application of the law. 
These statements of Mexican officials are 
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not, however, direct proposals to the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. 

On January 21, the Mexican alien land 
law, which contains provisions similar in 
character to those contained in the petro- 
leum law, will go into effect, and unless 
aliens possessing property in Mexico file 
declarations describing their titles and 
properties covered before that date, they 
will find themselves in a position similar 
with respect to the Mexican Government, 
to those oil companies which did not ap- 
ply for concessions before January 1. 

GEORGE NEBOLSINE. 


Nicaraguan Developments 

ITH three Central American coun- 

tries, led by Costa Rica, offering 
their services for mediation in the Nica- 
raguan controversy and with appeals 
from, all parts of the United States urg- 
ing the adoption of conciliatory meas- 
ures by the Administration, the State De- 
partment on January 17, expressed a will- 
ingness to promote amity by arbitration 
or mediation. Secretary Kellogg’s insis- 
tence that this did not mean a change in 
policy and his statement that the United 
States has exerted its influence toward 
peaceful settlement from the beginning 
of the present trouble did not remove a 
widespread belief that the development 
of a strong public opinion in favor of 
amicable settlement of the Nicaraguan 
dispute had affected the State Depart- 
ment’s policy. 

Acceptance of any of the offers for 
mediation is not yet in sight. President 
Diaz of the Conservative Government 
recognized by the United States has re- 
fused to accept the Costa Rican proposals, 
promptly accepted by the Liberal Gov- 
ernment led by Sacasa, on the ground 
that the President of Costa Rica has been 
sympathetic with the Liberal faction. 

Secretary Kellogg’s statement before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
January 12, citing the program of the 
Communist International, the American 
Communist Party, the All-American 
Anti-Imperialist League and the Work- 
ers’ Party of America, contained little or 
no reference to Mexico’s role in the al- 
leged ‘“Bolshevist plot.” In fact, one of 
the two references to Mexico disclosed 
the fact that the Mexican Federation of 
Labor had protested against the alleged 
propaganda activities of the Soviet Min- 
ister to Mexico, requesting him to ‘ab- 
stain from lending moral and economic 
support to the so-called radical groups, 
enemies of the Mexican Federation of 
Labor and of the Mexican Government.” 

Congressional criticism of the Mexi- 
can-Nicaraguan policy was led last week 
by Senator Borah, who advanced sug- 
gestions for peaceful settlement through 
mediation or arbitration. Leading Demo- 
cratic Senators and Representatives join- 
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ed in the opposition to the course which 
had been pursued by President Coolidge 
and Secretary Kellogg. Senator Hefflin 
accused the Knights of Columbus of en- 
couraging propaganda to force the 
United States into war with Mexico. This 
was vigorously denied by James A. Flah- 
erty, who contended that the Knights of 
Columbus have merely atempted to bring 
the Mexican religious issue to the atten- 
tion of the people of the United States. 
W. T. S. 


Order has been restored at Hankow, 
and negotiations relative to the fu- 
ture status of the British concession there 
are proceeding between the Cantonese 
Foreign Minister, Eugene Chen, and Mr. 
O. St. C. O’Malley, Councillor of the 
British Legation in Peking. Meanwhile 
the Concession is being administered by 
a Commission consisting of the Canto- 
nese Ministers for Foreign Affairs, Com- 
munications and Finance. 

In connection with the Hankow trou- 
ble the following points should be noted: 

1. The British gave a very practical and wise 
demonstration of the sincerity of their new at- 
titude toward China by rigidly enforcing the or- 
der that no British troops should fire on the 
attacking mob and by withdrawing their troops 
and leaving the protection of the Concession to 
the Chinese when it became clear that the de- 
fence line could not hold without firing. Had 
the British troops fired on the mob, there would 
have been a nation-wide outbreak of anti-foreign 
violence which probably would have ended in the 
death of many foreigners and the expulsion of 
the rest. 

2. The Cantonese Foreign Minister formally 
expressed regret for the mob violence, and sub- 
sequently made an official statement on Janu- 
ary 11, part of which is as follows: 

“The Nationalist Government of China, 
therefore, will settle the specific foreign issues 
involved in the recovery of China’s full inde- 
pendence along lines which, while asserting 
and enforcing Chinese authority and preszrv- 
ing vital national interests, will not disregard 
the right and justice due to foreigners.” ; 
The developments at Hankow are like- 

ly to prove epochal in Sino-foreign. rela- 
tions. G. C. 








Sensational revelations were made in 
December by the Manchester Guardian of 
secret agreements made in 1923 and 1924 
between the Soviet Government, the 
German Ministry of War and the (Ger- 
man) Junker Armament Works for the 
manufacture by the latter of military 
aircraft and munitions of war in Russia 
for German use. The Junker firm lost 
by the transaction, however, and with- 
drew, claiming damages which the Ger- 
man War Ministry refused to allow. It 
seems clear that only the War Ministry 
and not the German Government as a 
whole was implicated. Nonetheless, the 
disclosures were very largely responsible 
for the fall of the Cabinet in December. 
Curiously Russia was in effect arming 
the Reichswehr against German Com- 
munists. 


The Editors assume responsibility for the opinions expressed in this Bulletin. e 
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